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Abstract
Adverse events in Hospitals are often related to surgery and they represent a 
relevant problem in healthcare. Different approaches have been introduced during 
the last decade to address the problem of patient safety, especially in the surgical 
environment. The teamwork is crucial in all these actions which aim to decrease 
adverse events and improve clinical outcomes. We analyze in particular the use of 
adverse events capture systems in spinal surgery and the use of checklist  systems, 
starting from the Surgical Safety Checklist introduced by the World Health 
Organization (WHO) in 2008.
Keywords: adverse events, checklist, outcome, safety, teamwork
1. Introduction
In Hospitals adverse events are not rare. Most of these adverse events are related 
to surgery. The incidence of surgical complications has remained largely unchanged 
during the past two decades. Inherent complexity in surgery, new technology 
possibilities, increasing age and comorbidity in patients may contribute to this. The 
incidence of surgery-related adverse events combined with the increasing volume of 
surgery results in a relevant healthcare problem [1].
In a review of adverse events incidence, preventability, and outcome conducted 
by deVries and co-workers [2], the median incidence rate of adverse events was 
9.2% with a probable preventability of 43.5%. Adverse events that led to permanent 
disabilities were 7%.
The most common surgical complications are related to surgical techniques, 
infections, and postoperative bleeding [3, 4]. Equipment-related failures contribute 
to a significant part of errors in the operating room and it has been observed that 
the use of checklists reduces equipment errors by 48.6 to 60.7% [5].
Teamwork in Healthcare
2
One of the first large- scale studies on checklists use in healthcare (the Keystone 
study) was carried out in Michigan in 108 intensive care units, where Provonost and 
co-workers introduced a series of interventions, including a checklist to improve 
communications [6]. The intervention reduced venous catheter-related blood-
stream infections from 2.7 to 0 after 18 months. However, these results could not be 
replicated in a large-scale United Kingdom program, revealing a particular attention 
to the context and implementation strategies in improvement programs [7].
2. The use of surgical safety checklist and other checklist systems
To improve care and safety for surgical patients, a checklist, similar to those 
used in aviation, aeronautics and product manufacturing, was developed by the 
World Health Organization (WHO). The Surgical Safety Checklist (SSC) consists 
of 19 items and it is used at three critical perioperative moments: induction, inci-
sion and before the patient leaves the operating room (Figure 1). The items contain 
an oral confirmation by the surgical team of the completion of some key steps 
necessary to ensure safe delivery of anesthesia, antibiotic prophylaxis, effective 
teamwork and other essential practices in surgery [8, 9].
Although several investigators have challenged the efficacy of the SSC, it has 
shown repeated success in reducing preventable intraoperative and postoperative 
complications, length of hospital stay and overall mortality [10–12]. In addition, 
the investigators have concluded that the implementation of the SSC in multiple 
institutions has improved communication, efficiency, and attention to routine 
details in the operating room.
In a systematic review published on 2014 Bergs and co-workers [10] analyzed 
the results reported in six studies to assess the effectiveness of the WHO SSC. 
The results of this meta-analysis suggest that the WHO SSC reduced postopera-
tive complications, including mortality. Meta-analysis demonstrated a significant 
effect of the checklist on any complication, mortality and surgical site infection. 
It also suggested that sites with adequate compliance with aspects of patient’s care 
related to the checklist were more likely to demonstrate a significant reduction in 
 postoperative complications. Haynes and colleagues [13] showed that improve-
ments in postoperative outcomes were associated with improved perception of 
Figure 1. 
World Health Organization- Surgical Safety Checklist (2008).
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teamwork and safety climate, suggesting that changes in this attitude may be 
partially  responsible for the effect of the checklist. Also the team’s compliance with 
the checklist is as important as evaluating outcomes.
During the last decades we analyzed the complications occurring in our Spine 
Surgery Department and reported an overall incidence of complications of 17.3% 
during three years [14]. Indeed, spinal surgery complications are a relevant and 
unsolved problem. The incidence of complications in spinal surgery literature 
ranges between 7% and 20% [15–22].
Nasser et al. [17] performed a systematic evidence-based review of 105  published 
studies (84 retrospective, 21 prospective) and found a higher incidence of complica-
tions (19.9%) in prospective studies compared with retrospective studies (16.1%). The 
incidence of complications varied widely in spinal surgery literature, even in prospec-
tive studies. Rampersaud et al. [23] reported an overall incidence of intraoperative 
adverse events of 14% (98 adverse events in 700 patients), but only 23 adverse events 
led to postoperative clinical sequelae. Yadla et al. [16] reported a very high rate of early 
complications, occurring within 30 days of surgery: global incidence of 53.2%, with a 
minor complication incidence of 46.4% and a major complication incidence of 21.3%.
It has been also observed that there is no standard definition of complications 
in spinal surgery literature [23], so it is difficult to compare studies. The Clavien-
Dindo and SAVES capture and grading systems [24–26] divide the surgical compli-
cations into levels of severity based on the grade of treatment required to face the 
complication. Glassman et al. classified complications as major or minor: significant 
complications requiring reoperation or leading to permanent deficit were consid-
ered major complications. Other perioperative adverse events with time-limited 
effect were considered minor complications [27].
To date, few studies have evaluated the effect of complications on clinical 
outcomes [27–29]. Glassman et al. analyzed a prospective multicenter database for 
adult spinal deformity to investigate the effects of major and minor complications 
on disability, pain, postoperative quality of life at 1 year follow up and found that 
major complications negatively affected the quality of life [27]. However, Fritzell 
et al. found no significant differences of effects of major and minor complications 
on 2-years outcomes in three different types of fusion surgery [28]. Grainger et al. 
examined the relationship between severity of complications and outcomes follow-
ing Clavien-Dindo classification of complications, and found that the severity of 
perioperative surgical complications does not appear to influence 1- or 2-years pain 
and disability outcomes [29]. Lambat et al. performed a large retrospective study 
and observed that ODI (Oswestry Disability Index) at 2- years follow up was not 
statistically different between patients having no complications, minor complica-
tions or major complications. However, the minimum clinically important differ-
ence (MCID) for ODI resulted significantly smaller in the major complication group 
(31%) than in the minor complication (51%) and no complication groups (65%), 
demonstrating an impact of complications on the functional outcome [20].
Chen et al. [30] recently performed a 10-week prospective study where SAVES 
V2 and OrthoSAVES capture systems were used by six orthopedic surgeons and two 
independent, non-MD clinical reviewers to record adverse events after all elective 
procedures. They compared the complications rate among groups of patients under-
going spine, hip, knee and shoulder surgery. The first relevant result of this study 
was the highest rate of complications in spinal surgery compared to the other sur-
geries; but the most important observation of this study was that overall 99 adverse 
events were captured by the reviewers, compared with 14 events captured by the 
surgeons. Surgeons adequately captured major adverse events, but failed to record 
minor events that were captured by the reviewers; in the spinal surgery group, 
reviewers captured 45 adverse events versus 8 events captured by surgeons [30].
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Considering the high incidence of complications in spinal surgery and their 
relevant impact for the patients and the health system, during the last years several 
authors focused their attention on the risk factors related to the onset of complica-
tions and on predictive models of complications after spinal surgery [31–35].
Moreover, several preventive measures have been studied and recently described 
in order to reduce complications in spinal surgery, concerning intraoperative 
neuromonitoring, blood loss reduction, infections and thrombosis prophylaxis 
[36–40]. Sethi and co-workers [41] described the application of Lean methodology 
in spinal surgery. Lean methodology was developed in the manufacturing industry 
to increase output and decrease costs and then applied in many areas of health care. 
The authors illustrated a step-by-step process designed specifically to optimize and 
standardize preoperative, intraoperative and postoperative care for patients under-
going complex spine surgery and they reported a significant reduction of overall 
complication rate [41].
We proposed to analyze the impact of the introduction of the WHO Surgical 
Safety Checklist in our Spine Surgery Department, as preventive measure to reduce 
complications [14].
We retrospectively evaluated the clinical and radiological charts prospectively 
collected from 917 patients who underwent a spinal surgery procedure from January 
2010 to December 2012. The aim of this study was to compare the incidence of 
complications between two periods, from January to December 2010 (without 
checklist) and from January 2011 and December 2012 (with checklist) in order to 
assess the checklist’s effectiveness.
We found no correlation between diagnosis and overall complications’ 
incidence. We found a rate of early complications (arising within 1 month after 
surgery) of 43.3%, a rate of complications requiring surgical revision of 7.6% and 
a rate of neurological sequelae causing permanent damage of 2.4%. These types of 
complications have a relevant impact on the health system and, especially the last 
two categories, on the patients’ quality of life and clinical outcomes.
We observed a reduction of the overall incidence of complications following the 
introduction of the WHO Safety Surgical Checklist: in 2010 without the use of the 
checklist, the incidence of complications was 24.2%, while in 2011 and 2012 follow-
ing the checklist introduction, the incidence of complications was 16.7% and 11.7%, 
respectively (mean 14.2%).
Despite some limitations of our study, the WHO Surgical Safety Checklist 
resulted to be effective in reducing complications in our Centre.
We recent analyzed also the rate of re-admission and re-operation following 
spinal surgery. A systematic review [42] of the data concerning the “thirty-day 
readmission” in spinal surgery indicated percentages between 4.2% and 7.5%, with 
a variability associated to the presence of one or more centers in which the study 
takes place and to the type of vertebral pathologies treated. This high  frequency 
is associated with a significant impact from a social and economic point of view, 
which primarily affects the patient and the National Health System. The most 
common cause of re-admission was wound complication (39.3%), even if a pooled 
analysis of risk factors and causes of re-admission was limited by the lack of 
 reporting in spine literature.
Re-admission is very often associated with a re-intervention, or a re-interven-
tion can also occur within the same hospitalization. Our Center treats a wide variety 
of spinal diseases of oncological, degenerative, traumatic and infectious origin. 
Therefore we proposed to analyze the rate of re-intervention and surgical revision 
in the treatment of these pathologies and the causes of these re-operations.
From January 2017 to December 2019, 1260 surgeries were performed at our 
Spine Surgery Department. Among these, two patients underwent 5 operations, 
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four patients underwent 4 operations, twenty patients underwent 3 operations, 
124 patients underwent 2 operations, for a total of 150 patients who underwent 
more than one spine surgery in a period of three years in the same center (10.7%).
We are now analyzing the causes of these re-operations, which can be a relapse 
of the disease in the case of oncological pathologies or, for all diagnosis, they can be 
complications occurring during the follow up period.
A surgical revision is a particularly relevant aspect in assessing the degree of 
severity of a complication, due to the impact on patient’s recovery, and it is relevant 
also for the economic impact on the National Health System.
We think that a checklist system should be introduced also during the pre-
operative and post-operative phases, in order to highlight all the key steps where 
complications can arise, not only during surgery. The introduction and validation of 
these checklists, implemented for pre-operative, intra-operative and post-operative 
phases, should be followed by the identification of targeted actions to prevent 
complications, improve patients’ safety and reduce the economic impact.
Following the WHO Surgical Safety Checklist, a checklist for the complex 
process of ward round (WR) was developed by Caldwell et al. in 2011 [43] and 
it has been recently implemented and evaluated through different studies. The 
prime objective of ward round is to assess the clinical state of the inpatient and plan 
further management. For WR assessment it is fundamental the gathering of new 
information and reviewing of information already available. Additional informa-
tion are provided by verbal communication with the patient and the family, nurs-
ing staff, medical colleagues, patient examination, clinical charts, pathology and 
radiological investigations. Such assessment allows a rational approach to further 
management including the alteration of therapy, arranging further investigations 
or surgery, referral to other specialists, planning the discharge. In a busy surgi-
cal ward round there is the potential to overlook important aspects of care, their 
documentation and communication. So the use of a checklist during medical ward 
round has been described by Caldwell [43] with consideration of key aspects of care 
being bedside consultation, patient safety, chart review, planning and appropriate 
documentation. Pitcher et al. [44] implemented and evaluated the WR checklist: 
they identified the deficiencies in general surgical WRs and the benefits of a 
checklist approach in overcoming this. Initially, members of the surgical team were 
unaware of the checklist and some deficiencies were detected. Subsequently, the 
team was prompted against the checklist and during the ward rounds a designated 
member of the team acted as ‘prompter’ if aspects of care were not considered 
according to the checklist. A structured ward round progress form was developed 
and it was assessed before and after specific education in its use. This form was 
based on the original checklist and became an integral part of the medical record. 
Following the use of the checklist and prompting during ward rounds, a significant 
improvement occurred for the majority of criteria included in the checklist, all of 
which reached statistical significance. The introduction of the structured progress 
form, even with prompting, did not initially improve documentation but this was 
substantially improved with specific education. The authors concluded that the 
use of a checklist during surgical ward rounds improved consideration of most 
key aspects of care and education in the completion of a structured progress form 
substantially improved documentation. A randomized controlled trial of the impact 
of surgical WR checklist conducted in a simulated environment showed improved 
standardization, evidence-based management of post-operative complications and 
quality of ward round [45].
A WR checklist was introduced also on orthopedic ward round and evaluated by 
a prospective cohort study [46]. The authors observed that after introduction of the 
checklist, daily documentation of surgical details improved from 38.6% to 85.3% 
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of patient encounters. Fasting status documentation improved from 9.1% to 70.6% 
of patient encounters. Venous thromboembolism prophylaxis documentation 
increased from 6.8% to 92.6%. Documentation of weight-bearing status improved 
from 11.4% to 83.8%. Thus, the use of a structured checklist during orthopedic 
ward rounds led to significant improvement in both the consideration and the 
documentation of key aspects of surgical care.
These findings were recently confirmed by Krishnamohan and co-workers [47] 
who implemented and assessed a surgical WR checklist for daily surgical ward 
rounds. The authors observed that the overall documentation of the six parameters 
analyzed improved following implementation of the WR checklist (from 26% 
pre-checklist to 79% post-checklist). In particular, documentation of assessment 
of fluid balance improved from 8–76%. The key parameters analyzed were: VTE 
prescribed, Antibiotics reviewed, Fluid balance reviewed, Blood tests reviewed, 
Patient observations, Drug chart. These selected parameters were identified as 
often overlooked or inadequately reviewed during surgical WR. The checklist 
helped bring focus to these aspects of care and the number of adverse events 
reported decreased following WR checklist implementation. Subsequent audit at 
3 months post-checklist implementation maintained improvement with documen-
tation at 72%. The authors concluded that the WR checklist benefits patient safety. 
It improves communication, documentation and ensure that key issues are not 
missed at patient assessment on WRs.
3. Conclusions
The data reported underline the relevance of checklist systems to improve 
patients’ safety and clinical outcomes. Effects on morbidity and mortality 
after introduction of safety checklists have been investigated in several studies 
[10, 48–51]. Systematic reviews find evidence in favor of checklist use having 
effects on patient outcomes such as reduced complications [10, 49, 50], wound 
infections [50] blood loss [50] and mortality rates [49, 50]. Checklist use suggested 
improved outcomes in high-risk pediatric surgery in developing countries [51].
Their use also contributes to improved information transfer and communication 
in different phases of surgery [52]. Very few studies report any negative patient 
outcome effects when using checklists [53], but implementation requires time 
and effort [2] because a “culture of safety” is required. Still, some studies report 
no reduction of complications or mortality [54, 55]. A more recent publication 
reported a lowered mortality rate but no changes in complication rates [56]. Russ 
et al. [57] observed that the quality of operating room teamwork and commu-
nication was improved due to more sharing of case critical information, better 
decision-making and team coordination, openness about knowledge gaps, and 
improved team cohesion. In a climate of greater safety for the patient and improved 
outcome, the use of checklists should influence the operating room (or ward round) 
work processes so as to have an impact on patient outcome and in this context the 
 teamwork is crucial.
During the last decade, teamwork has been addressed as interprofessional 
practice or collaboration and described by attributes of this practice such as: 
interdependence of professional actions, focus on user needs, negotiation between 
professionals, shared decision making, mutual respect and trust among profession-
als, and acknowledgment of the role and work of the different professional groups. 
Teamwork and interprofessional collaboration are considered as a strategy for 
effective organization of health care services because the complexity of healthcare 
requires integration of knowledge and practices from different professional groups. 
7
Adverse Events Capture Systems, Checklists and Teamwork as Relevant Tools to Reduce…
DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.5772/intechopen.94430
Author details
Giovanni Barbanti Brodano1, Cristiana Griffoni1*, Alessandro Ricci2, 
Sandra Giannone2, Daniela Francesca Ghisi2 and Alessandro Gasbarrini1
1 Department of Oncological and Degenerative Spine Surgery, IRCCS Istituto 
Ortopedico Rizzoli, Bologna, Italy
2 Department of Anesthesia and Intensive Care, IRCCS Istituto Ortopedico Rizzoli, 
Bologna, Italy
*Address all correspondence to: cristiana.griffoni@ior.it
Health organizations in western countries are committed to improving patient 
safety through education of staff and teamwork education programs, including the 
use of checklists and other tools dedicated to improving clinical outcomes.
Acknowledgements
The authors thank Carlo Piovani for his helpful collaboration.
Funding
The research was partially funded by the grant “Ricerca Finalizzata 2016” from 
the Italian Ministry of Health.
Conflict of interest
The authors declare no conflict of interest.
© 2020 The Author(s). Licensee IntechOpen. This chapter is distributed under the terms 
of the Creative Commons Attribution License (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/
by/3.0), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, 
provided the original work is properly cited. 
8
Teamwork in Healthcare
[1] Weiser TG, Regenbogen SE, 
Thompson KD, Haynes AB, Lipsitz SR, 
Berry WR, et al. An estimation of the 
global volume of surgery: A modelling 
strategy based on available data. Lancet. 
2008;372:139-144
[2] deVries EN, Ramrattan MA, 
Smorenburg SM, Gouma DJ, 
Boermeester MA. The incidence and 
nature of in-hospital adverse events: A 
systematic review. Quality & Safety in 
Health Care. 2008;17:216-223
[3] McCoy CC, Englum BR, Keenan JE, 
Vaslef SN, Shapiro ML, Scarborough JE. 
Impact of specific postoperative 
complications on the outcomes of 
emergency general surgery patients. 
Journal of Trauma and Acute Care 
Surgery. 2015;78:912-919
[4] Storesund A, Haugen AS, Hjortas M, 
Nortvedt MW, Flaaten H, Eide GE, 
et al. Accuracy of surgical complication 
rate estimation using ICD-10 codes. 
The British Journal of Surgery. 
2019;106:236-244
[5] Weerakkody RA, Cheshire NJ, 
Riga C, Lear R, Hamady MS, Moorthy K, 
et al. Surgical technology and operating 
room safety failure: A systematic review 
of quantitative studies. BMJ Quality and 
Safety. 2013;22:710-718
[6] Provonost P, Needdham D, 
Berenholtz S, Sinopoli D, Chu H, 
Cosgrove S, et al. An intervention to 
decrease catheter- related bloodstream 
infections in the ICU. N Engl Med. 
2006;355:2725-2731
[7] Dixon-Woods M, Leslie M, 
Tarrant C, Bion J. Explaining matching 
Michigan: An ethnographic study of a 
patient safety program. Implementation 
Science. 2013;8:70
[8] Haynes AB, Weiser TG, Berry WR, 
Lipsitz SR, Breizat AH, Dellinger EP, 
et al. Safe surgery saves lives study 
group: A surgical safety checklist 
to reduce morbidity and mortality 
in a global population. N Engl Med. 
2009;360:491-499
[9] Weiser TG, Haynes AB, Lashoher A, 
Dziekan G, Boorman DJ, Berry WR, 
et al. Perspectives in quality: Designing 
the WHO surgical safety Chacklist. 
International Journal for Quality in 
Health Care. 2010;22:365-370
[10] Bergs J, Hellings J, Cleemput I, 
Zurel Ö, De Troyer V, Van Hiel M, et al. 
Systematic review and meta-analysis 
of the effect of the World Health 
Organization surgical safety checklist on 
postoperative complications. The British 
Journal of Surgery. 2014;101:150-158
[11] Haugen AS, Softeland E, 
Almeland SK, et al. Effect of the World 
Health Organization checklist on patient 
outcomes: A stepped wedge cluster 
randomized controlled trial. Annals of 
Surgery. 2015;261:821-828
[12] Lepänluoma M, Rahi M, Takala R, 
Loyttyniemi E, Ikonen TS. Analysis 
of neurosurgical reoperations: 
Use of a surgical checklist and 
reduction of infection-related and 
preventable complication-related 
reoperations. Journal of Neurosurgery. 
2015;123:145-152
[13] Haynes AB, Weiser TG, Berry WR, 
Lipsitz SR, Breizat A-HS, Dellinger EP, 
et al. Changes in safety attitude and 
relationship to decreased postoperative 
morbidity and mortality following 
implementation of a checklist-based 
surgical safety intervention. BMJ 
Quality and Safety. 2011;20:102-107
[14] Barbanti Brodano G, Griffoni C, 
Halme J, Tedesco G, Terzi S, Bandiera S, 
et al. Spinal surgery complications: An 
unsolved problem- is the World Health 
Organization safety surgical checklist 
References
9
Adverse Events Capture Systems, Checklists and Teamwork as Relevant Tools to Reduce…
DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.5772/intechopen.94430
an useful tool to reduce them? European 
Spine Journal. 2019 Nov 6. DOI: 10.1007/
s00586-019-06203-x
[15] Ratliff JK, Lebude B, Albert T, 
Anene-Maidoh T, Anderson G, 
Dagostino P, et al. Complications in 
spinal surgery: Comparative survey 
of spine surgeons and patients who 
underwent spinal surgery. Journal of 
Neurosurgery. Spine. 2009;10:578-584
[16] Yadla S, Malone J, Campbell PG, 
Maltenfort MG, Harrop JS, Sharan AD, 
et al. Early complications in spine 
surgery and relation to preoperative 
diagnosis: A single-center prospective 
study. Journal of Neurosurgery. Spine. 
2010;13:360-366
[17] Nasser R, Yadla S, Maltenfort MG, 
Harrop JS, Anderson DG, Vaccaro AR, 
et al. Complications in spine surgery. 
A review. J Neurosurg Spine. 2010;13: 
144-157
[18] Deyo RA, Cherkin DC, Loeser JD, 
Bigos SJ, Ciol MA. Morbidity and 
mortality in association with operations 
on the lumbar spine. The influence 
of age, diagnosis, and procedure. The 
Journal of Bone and Joint Surgery. 
American Volume. 1992;74:536-543
[19] Patil CG, Lad SP, Santarelli J, 
Boakye M. National inpatient 
complications and outcomes after 
surgery for spinal metastasis from 1993-
2002. Cancer. 2007;110:625-630
[20] Lambat MP, Glassman SD, 
Carreon LY. Impact of perioperative 
complications on clinical outcome 
scores in lumbar fusion surgery. Journal 
of Neurosurgery. Spine. 2013;18:265-268
[21] Fu KM, Smith JS, Polly DW, 
et al. Morbidity and mortality in the 
surgical treatment of 10,329 adults with 
degenerative lumbar stenosis. Journal of 
Neurosurgery. Spine. 2010;12:443-446
[22] Campbell PG, Yadla S, Malone J, 
Maltenfort MG, Harrop JS, Sharan AD, 
et al. Complications related to 
instrumentation in spine surgery: A 
prospective analysis. Neurosurgical 
Focus. 2011;31:E10
[23] Rampersaud YR, Moro ER, 
Neary MA, White K, Lewis SJ, 
Massicotte EM, et al. Intraoperative 
adverse events and related postoperative 
complications in spine surgery: 
Implications for enhancing patient 
safety founded on evidence-based 
protocols. Spine (Phila Pa 1976). 
2006;31:1503-1510
[24] Dindo D, Demartines N, 
Clavien PA. Classification of surgical 
complications: A new proposal with 
evaluation in a cohort of 6336 patients 
and results of a survey. Annals of 
Surgery. 2004;240:205-213
[25] Rampersaud YR, Neary MA, 
White K. Spine adverse events 
severity system: Content validation 
and interobserver reliability 
assessment. Spine (Phila Pa 1976). 
2010;35:790-795
[26] Rampersaud YR, Anderson PA, 
Dimar JR 2nd, Fisher CG, Spine Trauma 
Study Group and Degenerative Spine 
Study Group. Spinal adverse events 
severity system, version 2 (SAVES-V2): 
Inter- and intraobserver reliability 
assessment. Journal of Neurosurgery. 
Spine. 2016;25:256-263
[27] Glassman SD, Hamill CL, 
Bridwell KH, Schwab FJ, Dimar JR, 
Lowe TG. The impact of perioperative 
complications on clinical outcome in 
adult deformity surgery. Spine (Phila Pa 
1976). 2007;32:2764-2770
[28] Fritzell P, Hägg O, Nordwall A. 
Complications in lumbar fusion surgery 
for chronic low back pain: Comparison 
of three surgical techniques used in 
a prospective randomized study. A 
report from the Swedish lumbar spine 




[29] Grainger J, Hammett T, Isaacs R, 
Cook C. Influence of perioperative 
complication severity on 1- and 2-year 
outcomes of low back surgery. Journal 
of Orthopaedics and Traumatology. 
2017;18:127-134
[30] Chen BP, Garland K, Roffey DM, 
Poitras S, Dervin G, Lapner P, et al. 
Can surgeons adequately capture 
adverse events using the spinal adverse 
events severity system (SAVES) and 
OrthoSAVES? Clinical Orthopaedics 
and Related Research. 2017;475:253-260
[31] Molina CS, Thakore RV, Blumer A, 
Obremskey WT, Sethi MK. Use of the 
National Surgical Quality Improvement 
Program in orthopaedic surgery. 
Clinical Orthopaedics and Related 
Research. 2015;473:1574-1581
[32] Sugrue PA, Halpin RJ, Koski TR. 
Treatment algorithms and protocol 
practice in high-risk spine surgery. 
Neurosurgery Clinics of North America. 
2013;24:219-230
[33] Bekelis K, Desai A, Bakhoum SF, 
Missios S. A predictive model of 
complications after spine surgery: The 
National Surgical Quality Improvement 
Program (NSQIP) 2005-2010. The Spine 
Journal. 2014;14:1247-1255
[34] Lee MJ, Hacquebord J, Varshney A, 
Cizik AM, Bransford RJ, Bellabarba C, 
et al. Risk factors for medical 
complication after lumbar spine 
surgery: A multivariate analysis of 
767 patients. Spine (Phila Pa 1976). 
2011;36:1801-1806
[35] Lee MJ, Cizik AM, Hamilton D, 
Chapman JR. Predicting medical 
complications after spine surgery: A 
validated model using a prospective 
surgical registry. The Spine Journal. 
2014;14:291-299
[36] Belykh E, Carotenuto A, 
Kalinin AA, Akshulakov SK, 
Kerimbayev T, Borisov VE, et al. 
Surgical Protocol for Infections, 
Nonhealing Wound Prophylaxis, 
and Analgesia: Development and 
Implementation for Posterior 
Spinal Fusions. World Neurosurg. 
2019;123:390-401.e2
[37] Mosenthal WP, Landy DC, 
Boyajian HH, Idowu OA, Shi LL, 
Ramos E, et al. Thromboprophylaxis in 
spinal surgery. Spine (Phila Pa 1976). 
2018;43:E474-E481
[38] Daniel JW, Botelho RV, Milano JB, 
Dantas FR, Onishi FJ, Neto ER, et al. 
Intraoperative neurophysiological 
monitoring in spine surgery: A 
systematic review and meta-
analysis. Spine (Phila Pa 1976). 
2018;43:1154-1160
[39] Lu VM, Ho YT, Nambiar M, 
Mobbs RJ, Phan K. The perioperative 
efficacy and safety of antifibrinolytics in 
adult spinal fusion surgery: A systematic 
review and meta-analysis. Spine (Phila 
Pa 1976). 2018;43:E949-E958
[40] Ali ZS, Ma TS, Ozturk AK, 
Malhotra NR, Schuster JM, Marcotte PJ, 
et al. Pre-optimization of spinal surgery 
patients: Development of a neurosurgical 
enhanced recovery after surgery (ERAS) 
protocol. Clinical Neurology and 
Neurosurgery. 2018;164:142-153
[41] Sethi R, Yanamadala V, Burton DC, 
Bess RS. Using lean process 
improvement to enhance safety and 
value in orthopaedic surgery: The case 
of spine surgery. The Journal of the 
American Academy of Orthopaedic 
Surgeons. 2017;25:e244-e250
[42] Bernatz JT, Anderson PA. Thirty-
day readmission rates in spine surgery: 
systematic review and meta-analysis. 
Neurosurgical Focus. 2015;39(4):E7
[43] Herring R, Desai T, Caldwell G. 
Quality and safety at the point of care: 
How long should a ward round take? 
Clinical Medicine. 2011;11:20-22
11
Adverse Events Capture Systems, Checklists and Teamwork as Relevant Tools to Reduce…
DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.5772/intechopen.94430
[44] Pitcher M, Lin JTW, Thompson G, 
Tayaran A, Chan S. Implementation 
and evaluation of a checklist to improve 
patient care on surgical WRs. ANZ 
Journal of Surgery. 2016;86:356-360
[45] Pucher PH, Aggarwal R, Qurashi M, 
Singh P, Darzi A. Randomized clinical 
trial of the impact of surgical ward-care 
checklists on postoperative care in a 
simulated environment. The British 
Journal of Surgery. 2014;101:1666-1673
[46] Talia AJ, Drummond J, Muirhead C, 
Tran P. Using a structured checklist to 
improve the orthopedic ward round: A 
prospective cohort study. Orthopedics. 
2017;40:e663-e667
[47] Krishnamohan N, Maitra I, 
Shetty VD. The surgical ward 
checklist: Improving patient safety 
and clinical documentation. Journal 
of Multidisciplinary Healthcare. 
2019;12:789-794
[48] Treadwell JR, Lucas S, Tsou AY. 
Surgical checklists: A systematic review 
of impacts and implementation. BMJ 
Quality and Safety. 2014;23:299-318
[49] Borchard A, Schwappach DL, 
Barbir A, Bezzola P. A systematic review 
of the effectiveness, compliance, and 
critical factors for implementation of 
safety checklists in surgery. Annals of 
Surgery. 2012;256:925-933
[50] Gillespie BM, Chaboyer W, Thalib L, 
John M, Fairweather N, Slater K. 
Effect of using a safety checklist on 
patient complications after surgery: A 
systematic review and meta-analysis. 
Anesthesiology. 2014;120:1380-1389
[51] Lagoo J, Lopushinsky SR, 
Haynes AB, Bain P, Flageole H, 
Skarsgard ED, et al. Effectiveness 
and meaningful use of paediatric 
surgical safety checklists and their 
implementation strategies: A systematic 
review with narrative synthesis. BMJ 
Open. 2017;7:1-13
[52] Nagpal K, Vats A, Lamb B, 
Ashrafian H, Sevdalis N, Vincent C, 
et al. Information transfer and 
communication in surgery: A 
systematic review. Annals of Surgery. 
2010;252:225-239
[53] Thomassen Ø, Storesund A, 
Søfteland E, Brattebø G. The 
effects of safety checklists in 
medicine: A systematic review. Acta 
Anaesthesiologica Scandinavica. 
2014;58:5-18
[54] Urbach DR, Govindarajan A, 
Saskin R, Wilton AS, Baxter NN. 
Introduction of surgical safety 
checklists in Ontario, Canada. The 
New England Journal of Medicine. 
2014;370:1029-1038
[55] Lübbeke A, Hovaguimian F, 
Wickboldt N, Barea C, Clergue F, 
Hoffmeyer P, et al. Effectiveness of 
the surgical safety checklist in a high 
standard care environment. Medical 
Care. 2013;51:425-429
[56] Abbott TEF, Ahmad T, Phull MK, 
Fowler AJ, Hewson R, Biccard BM, 
et al. The surgical safety checklist 
and patient outcomes after surgery: 
A prospective observational cohort 
study, systematic review and meta-
analysis. British Journal of Anaesthesia. 
2018;120:146-155
[57] Russ S, Rout S, Sevdalis N, 
Moorthy K, Darzi A, Vincent C. Do 
safety checklists improve teamwork and 
communication in the operating room?: 
A systematic review. Annals of Surgery. 
2013;258:856-871
